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2.4. Assuming that funding  for the Programme Office to progress the project is 
approved by joint Ministers through the Section 9(2)(c) mechanism, the Ministry considers 
that this should be allocated against the $1.8 billion and be counted against the Public 
Transport Infrastructure activity class in GPS 2021 (Rapid Transit activity class for spend in 
2020/21). This means that the  to progress the project through the Programme Office 
will not come from a reprioritisation of other transport projects. 

2.5. Officials have yet to confirm such an arrangement with Waka Kotahi (in terms of which activity 
class will be impacted) but consider that this is a logical approach given that the funding will 
be used to develop a rapid transit project. We note that expenditure of this nature would be 
incurred by Waka Kotahi if it was leading the Project over the next phase – accordingly, this is 
more about where the funding sits, rather than the nature of the work to be completed.  

3. In paragraph 64 there was some key milestones indicated in groups, can we get more of a
full timeline of the expected time ranges of each key milestone?

3.1. We are currently developing a programme for the works with our technical consultants. This is 
focussing on the high level activities required to progress the project to investment readiness, 
including developing the technical solution.  

3.2. The programme under development will confirm the nature and timing of technical works to 
be delivered by the Programme Office prior to the establishment of the Delivery Entity. As our 
advice stated, these works will most likely include:  

• Progressing a two-stage business case

• Developing the technical solution through detailed engineering and design

• Confirming the Delivery Entity arrangements

• Undertaking stakeholder, iwi and community engagement to help develop the solution
and build social licence,

• Market engagement to more fully understand domestic and international market
interest and capacity, delivery risks and supply chain constraints

3.3. The high level programme currently being developed will result in a series of delivery 
milestones, and we will updated Ministers as these are developed. 

3.4. We anticipate having a draft programme for discussion with you in December, at which point 
we will agree a set of key milestones. Following this we will develop a more detailed 
programme based on the agreed assumptions and drivers. This will be used as part of the 
mobilisation of the Programme Office and to aid with handover to the Programme Office team 
as they are identified / recruited. 

4. Can we get more details on the cost and timing implications of a single stage vs a 2-stage
business case?

4.1. The key difference is in relation to timing. A two-stage business case would allow 
Ministers/Cabinet to take decisions on the completion of the indicative-level business case. As 
part of this, there would be an opportunity to engage with Auckland local government. This 
gives Ministers the opportunity to consult/consider options on the outputs of the indicative-
level business case before moving to the next stage, although this would require additional 
time. To mitigate this, the detailed business case could commence in the background, 
reducing any delays associated with this. Overall, our advice is that the cost and timing 
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implications for a single-stage vs two-stage business case would not be material. The same 
development/planning work would be required regardless.  

4.2. The key impact of a single stage (as opposed to a two-stage) business case is that 
Ministers/Cabinet would not be given an opportunity to influence what goes to detailed 
planning (in the detailed business case phase). Whilst the conclusion of an indicative-level 
business case phase provides Ministers/Cabinet with conscious decision-making rights on key 
macro-level decisions (e.g. mode, route alignment), there is no such gateway review 
associated with a single stage business case. There is therefore a risk that if Ministers/Cabinet 
don’t provide direction at this point, rework may be required if Ministers/Cabinet aren’t 
satisfied with the outcome at the end of the single stage business case.  

4.3. It is useful to note that single stage business cases are designed for projects with a low level of 
investment and/or risk profile (so as not to take up Cabinet time unnecessarily). Our advice 
reflects our assessment that this project is not suitable for a single stage process. 

4.4. A business case process can be a highly visible process, and when well run, can support high 
levels of stakeholder engagement. This can assist decision-makers confidently select the best 
solution. It has very practical components to it, including community engagement, traffic, geo-
technical and utilities assessments. 

4.5. As the business case is progressed, a greater level of understanding will be developed around 
the choices needed to be made on the nature and function of a delivery entity.  

THE ‘RAG’ ASSESSMENT AND THE VIEWS OF STAKEHOLDERS 

5. Is the RAG assessment a separate document if so could we get a copy of it?

5.1. A summary of the RAG assessment is attached at Annex A.

 

5.2. The RAG assessment was developed and populated collaboratively by the Ministry of 
Transport, Auckland Transport, Auckland Council and Kāinga Ora. The purpose of the 
assessment was to structure our conversations so that we could identify and appraise the key 
considerations and criteria affecting the scope of the project. This allowed participants to 
draw out the areas where there is agreement or divergence in views, and helped reveal the 
key choices and trade-offs around which decisions will need to be made going forward.  

5.3. Overall, the work to co-populate the assessment was highly collaborative and provided a 
sound basis around which to build an understanding of the issues. For the purposes of 
identifying the different views around the table, a RAG assessment was considered by 
participants to be an appropriate approach. The fact that it was co-created and co-populated 
meant the RAG acted as a useful focal point for discussion and collaboration. 

5.4. Whilst the RAG assessment was done in a largely qualitative manner, many of the views of 
participants were based on research and anlaysis undertaken historically by Auckland Council, 
Auckland Transport and Kāinga Ora. This includes, for example, analysis undertaken as part of 
previous business case work (before the Parallel Process) and other land use and transport 
planning activities along the Corridor. All of this can be used to inform the next stage of 
business case development.  
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supporting us in establishing a better understanding of Mana Whenua’s interests in the 
Project and the aspirations of Iwi. We have recently written to all Iwi in the Auckland region, 
requesting feedback on how best to engage with Iwi entities going forward.  

ONGOING LEGAL OBLIGATIONS 

7. The advice doesn’t cover off whether there are any legal constraints on the Minister’s
decision making or access to information resulting from the previous process run. Does the
Ministry have formal legal advice on that if so can the Office please see it?

7.1. The response to this question is provided in Annex C. 
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